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SOME HISTORY OF MEDICAL LEGISLATION. 


During the last quarter of a century the best men in the 
Medical profession of Kansas, without regard to their school 
of practice, have been seriously endeavoring to raise the 
standard of efficiency by increasing the educational require- 
ments of those who were admitted to practice. They have 
succeeded in accomplishing much in this direction in spite 
of the most strenuous opposition. The opposition of patent 
medicine men, quack doctors, political grafters, and the 
newspapers were active enough. But strange as it may 
seem, there was also for a long time, the opposition of a 
large part of the people—not only ignorant people but many 
of those who were intelligent seemed to have an idea that 
the doctorg were trying to create a monopoly. And these 
Kansas people are inherently opposed to everything that 
even sounds monopolistic. But when they were shown that 
these men had no motives but those of the most unselfish 
kind; when all the schools of practice united in a demand 
for a law that would fix a standard of qualification for 
those who were permitted to practice medicine in the state; 
when the doctors proved their purpose of increasing the 
proficiency of the medical profession, by increasing the 
course of study in the medical colleges from 2 years of 6 
months each to 3 years of 8 months each; and when quacks 
of al] kinds, grown bold and reckless-in their long immunity 
to the law, flocked over the state with all sorts of swindling 
schemes, robbing the poor and afflicted, the people rose 
in their might and demanded that for which the doctors 
had worked and plead and fought without avail. It was a 
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demand the politicians dared not ignore and in 1901 the 
law was passed which created the Board of Medical Regis- 
tration and Examination and prescribed the qualifications of 
all those who should be licensed to practice medicine—one 
standard for all. 

Now there are men—lots of them—who are constitu- 
tionally opposed to meeting any standard of law or morals. 
They always take more and give less than the law allows. 
They always pay less than they owe and take more than 
they pay for. There are those who would like to be preachers 
but they won’t be Christians; who expect to go to Heaven 
on the few kind words they have said in their sleep. So 
there are men who want to be doctors, who think they ought 
to be doctors, but are not willing to give the money, the 
time nor the energy required to make them competent and 
safe. They prefer to evade the law rather than meet the 
requirements. While the law which was passed in 1901 was 
fairly effective, it did not fully meet the expectations of 
the men who worked unceasingly in a continually losing 
struggle against the political grafters, the patent medicine 
fakers, the quack doctors and the newspapers, because it 
was too limited in its application. ) 

It was a very promising start, however, and there was 
enough of success to encourage the profession in further ef- 
forts to correct the faults in the law that had been passed. 

By occasional amendments and occasional decisions by the 
courts, the law became so far effective in excluding the 
uneducated incompetents from the practice of medicine in 
Kansas that they began to look for new ways to evade the 
law which they could no longer ignore. The “drugless treat- 
ment” cults found that they were no longer immune. They 
must either meet the educational requirements of the law 
or find some way to escape its penalties for the courts had 
given a broader interpretation to the “practice of medicine.” 
They could not accomplish the former but with strong 
financial and political influence they succeeded in putting 
through the legislature of 1909 an amendment exempting 
the osteopaths from examination and permitting them to 
practice medicine on a diploma from a school of osteopathy. 





The schools of osteopathy found difficulty in other states 
and deemed it advisable to increase their course of instruc- 
tion and lengthen the time requirements until this line of 
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approach seemed no longer feasible to the more predatory 


tribes of “drugless healers.” 

The next attempt to legalize a further .evasion of the 
law, by exempting chiropractors from examination failed 
in the legislature of 1911. But they didn’t quit and upon a 
fair estimate of the expense of the campaign made by the 
combined forces of patent medicine men and “drugless 
healers,” during the next two years, one would conclude 
that these fellows thought there were profitable pickings 
among the people of Kansas and they were willing to pay 
a good price to get some in their own baskets. With plenty 
of money behind them, plenty of “influence” with them and 
a considerable amount of political jugglery for them, they 
succeeded in getting by our last legislature with a bill which 
was intended to immunize them against the law regulating 
the practice of medicine. The Governor refused to sign 
this bill but he also declined to veto it. On the one hand, 
the Governor could not fail to recognize the fact that it was 
a vicious law directed at the very foundation of the laws 
regulating the practice of medicine; that it was intended 
to legalize quackery against which the people had formerly 
demanded protection, and he refused to sign the bill. On 
the other hand, there were petitions from thousands of 
people asking for the passage of the bill and the Governor 
refused to veto it. It is not possible that these people who 
signed these petitions could have understood or realized the 
purport of this bill or the demand would certainly have 
been for its defeat. 

After the legislature had adjourned the Governor refused 
to appoint the board and was sustained in this decision by 
the advice of the attorney general. Whether the Governor 
after more careful deliberation was thoroughly convinced 
of the pernicious provisions of the bill and the effect it 
would have upon the standard of the practice of medicine 
in the state, or whether he finally yielded to the pressure 
-brought to bear by the medical profession of the state; as 
the chiropractors claim, can only be determined by the 
Governor himself. But, whatever the influences were, he 
‘persisted in his refusal to appoint the board in spite of the 
pleas and the threats of the Chiropractors. Mandamus pro- 
ceedings: were brought to compel him to appoint the board, 
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but the Supreme Court sustained the Governor in its decision, 


which was as follows: 
No. 19, 119. 
Charles W. Green, et al., Plaintiffs, v. George H. Hodges, as Governor, 
ete., Defendant. 
SYLLABUS BY THE COURT. 


1. Mandamus—To compell the appointment of Board of Chiropractic 
Examiners—writ denied. Chapter 291 of the Laws of 1913, relating to the 
practice of Chiropractic and creating a Board of Chiropractic Examiners, 
does not require the Governor to appoint upon that board persons who have 
not complied with the statutes regulating the practice of medicine and 
surgery. 
. Same by the power vested in the governor to fill vacancies, he is 
authorized to appoint the two other members of the board provided for 
in the statute referred to, whenever three properly qualified Chiropractic 
members are appointed, although the statute does not declare how such 
members shall be chosen. 

Original proceedings in mandamus. Opinion filed February 17, 1914. 
Writ denied. 

Gorge S. Evans, Greenwood, Ark., and Willard Carver of Oklahoma City, 
Okla., for the plaintiffs. 

John 8S. Dawson, attorney general, for the defendant; F. P. Lindsay, of 
Topeka, of counsel. 

The opinion of the court was delivered by 

Benson J.: The plaintiff asks that the governor be required by mandamus 
to appoint a board of Chiropractic examiners under provisions of chapter 291 
of the laws of 1913, relating to the practice of Chiropractic. 

The first section of the act declares: 

“That there is hereby created and established a board to be known by 
the style and name of the State Board of Chiropractic Examiners, said 
board shall be composed of one ordained minister, one school teacher, and 
(3) practicing Chiropractors of integrity and ability, who shall be residents 
of the state of Kansas, and shall have practiced chiropractic continually in 
the state of Kansas for a period not less than two years. No two Chiro- 
practic members of said board shall be graduates from the same school or 
college of Chiropractic. 

Section 2 requires the governor to appoint, as members of the. board, 
three chiropractors who shall possess the qualifications specified in section 1, 
but makes no provision for the appointment, election or selection otherwise 
of the minister or school teacher to the other members of the board. 

The plaintiffs aver that they are engaged in the practice of Chiropractic, 
are graduates of schools and colleges of chiropractic, possess the necessary 
qualifications, and are desirous of obtaining a certificate to practice chiro- 
practic in the state; and that there are many others for whom they also 
appear, who are also entitled to such certificates. They pray that the gov- 
ernor, who has refused to act, be required to “appoint the said board of 
chiropractic examiners as per said law.” 

The governor, in‘giving the matter consideration, asked and obtained the 
opinion of the attorney general, in which that officer advised that there 
was such ambiguity in the statute that action by the governor ought not 
to be taken. 

It is not stated in the petition that the plaintiffs of any or the persons 
represented by them have complied with the statutes relating to the practice 
of medicine and surgery, although their practice required such compliance, 
the statute referred to, before its amendment in 1913, declared that: 

“From and after the last day of September, 1901, any person who shall 
ractice medicine and surgery or osteopathy in the state of Kansas without 
faving received and had recorded a certificate under the provisions of this 
act, or any person violating any of the provisions of this act, shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, and upon conviction thereof shall pay a 
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fine of not. less than fifty dollars nor more than two hundred dollars for 
each offense. 2 (Gen. Stat. 1909, 8091.) 

The amendment of this section consisted only in the omission of the 
words “or osteopathy”. (Laws 1913, ch 290 11.0). That a certificate, as 
provided in the act from which this quotation is made, was a condition 
precedent to the right to practice chiropractic in this state was settled in 
The State V. Johnson, 84 Kan. 411, 114 Pac. 390, and adhered to in The 
State V. Petrs, 87 Kan. 255, 123 Pac. 751, and the State V. Cotner, 87 Kan. 
864, 127 Pac. 1, and is therefore not an open question. As the practice of 
chiropractic without such a certificate is a criminal offense, the petition 
which alleges such practice for two years shows on its face violation of the 
law; and a criminal prosecution might be instituted for each specific act 
of practice defined in the statute (State V. Cotner supra), unless it should 
be presumed, without any averment of the fact, that the plaintiffs and 
others for whom they sue had such certificates. It will be observed that in 
passing the statute creating a chiropzactic board the legislature did not 
attempt to condone past offenses or relieve violators of the existing law in 
ony way from its penalties. Assuming that the plaintiffs and others in the 
same situation have no such certificates, can this action be maintained? 

The governor by constitutional mandate is charged with the duty to see 
that the laws are faithfully executed. It is suggested that it is inconsistent 
with this high duty to require him to reward with office under one law 
these who have persistently broken another law upon the same general 
subject. It is not necessary, however, to decide whether this should be 
required, for we are persuaded that it was not within the legislative con- 
templation that he should do so. It is entirely reasonable to suppose that 
it was intended that he should appoint the chiropractors upon the board 
from those who had complied with the statute regulating the profession 
of medicine and surgery. There is no necessary conflict in these provisions. 
Indeed, the act under which these appointments are sought seems to 
recognize the requirements of the previously existing law, for section 6 (b) 
contains this proviso: * * * “Provided that applicants for license under this 
act shall be required to pass the same examination in physiology, anatomy. 
hygiene, and systomatology, required of licensed practitioners of medicine 
in this state.” (Law 1913, ch 291, 6 sun-div. b). 

Whether the clause quoted refers to an examination by the same board 
licensing practitioners of medicine and surgery or by the board created by 
this act is not clear, and is not important to the present inquiry. The im- 
portant fact is that chiropractors must pass an examination upon the sub- 
jects named the same as other practionevs in medicine and surgery. It is 
a well settled rule that different statutes relating to the same subject are 
to be construed together. (The State V. Young, 17 Kan. 414.) 

Statutes are to be regarded as forming parts of one great and uniform 
body of law, and are not to be deemed isolated and detached systems com- 
plete in themselves. (Robertson V. The State, ex rel. Smith, 109 Ind. 79, 
87, 10 N. E. 582, 643.) 

The subject treated in the several statutes referred to included the act 
of 1913, is the regulation of the practice of medicine and surgery. That 
this includes the method of treatment called chiropractic is settled by the 
Johnson case, and is recognized by the statute of 1913, under which these 
appointments are sought, wherein chiropractors are prohibited from perfo:m- 
ing “any minor surgery, only as hereinbefore stated.” (Laws 1913, ch 291, 
6 subdiv. c.) 

We have not only the elementary rule of construction referred to, but 
we have in the statute of 1913 this express reference to, and adoption of, 
a provision of the prior law, clearly indicating that the legislative intent 
was to draw to the aid of this last statute the provisions of other laws then 
in effect regulating the general subject of medicine and surgery, which are 
not repealed or modified by the new statutory enactment. 

The attorney general presents a further reason why the governor has 
not appointed three chiropractors on this board, and that is that he 
was not given power to appoint the two other members. No insurmountable 
obstacle, however, is found here. If the chiropractors should be appointed 
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the board would then lack two members, and vacancies would therefore éxist 
which might be filled by executive appointmerit. The statute in question 
is section 2 provides that the governor ‘shall fill all vacancies. It was said 
that in The State V. Holcomb 83 Kan. 256, 111 Pac. 188, that: 

“An existing office without an incumbent is vacant. After the legisla- 
ture created the office it was vacant until the appointment was made. * * * 
The decisions are in practical harmony upon this proposition, and the parties 
do not disagree about it.” (p. 258.) 

A general statute long in force also confers this authority concerning 
vacancies in state and county offices. (Gen. Stat. 1909, 3178.) The ap- 
pointments to these places, however, would serve no good purpose until three 
chiropractors can be appointed, for a minority of the proposed board would 
have no power to act. (Gen. Stat. 1909, 9037, subdiv. 4.) 

While the petition does not disclose that the plaintiffs, or others repre- 
sented by them, were authorized to practice medicine or surgery during the 
two years of their practice, as chiropractors in the state, it will not be as- 
sumed that there are no chiropractors in the state otherwise qualified who 
held certificates to practice medicine and surgery. Nor will it be assumed 
that there are properly qualified chiropractors who held such certificates 
during the period referred to. The statutes being now construed and the law 
applicable to this matter settled it is presumed that the governor will make 
the appointment if it should be made to appear that properly qualified persons 
are available. 

The writ will not be allowed. 


Now, while the decision of the Supreme Court would seem 
to have put the Chiropractor’s law out of business, prose- 
cutions against them for violation of the law regulating the 
practice of medicine are prevented by the amendment of this 
law exempting them from its provisions. The part of the 
law to which we refer was amended and re-enacted by 
the osteopathic bill, House Bill 313, and reads as follows: 


Section 10. That section 8090 of the General Statutes of the State of 
1909, be and the same is hereby amended to read as follows: 

Section 8090. Any person shall be regarded as practicing medicine and 
surgery within the meaning of this act who shall subscribe,-or who shall 
recommend for a fee, for like use, any drug or medicine, or perform any 
surgical operation of whatever nature for the cure or relief of any wounds, 
fracture or bodily injury, infirmity or disease of another person, or who 
shall use the words or letters “Dr.” “Doctor,” “M. D.” or any other title in 
connection with his name, which in any way represents him as engaged in 
the practice of medicine or surgery, or any person attempting to treat the 
sick or other afflicted with bodily or mental infirmities, or any person repre- 
senting or advertising himself by any means or through any medium what- 
soever or any manner whatsoever, so as to indicate that he is authorized to 
or does practice medicine or surgery in this state or that he is authorized to 
or does treat the sick or others afflicted with bodily infirmities, but nothing 
in this act shall be construed as interfering with any religious beliefs in 
the treatment of diseases; provided that quarantine regulations relating to 
contagious diseases are not infringed upon. This act shall not apply to 
any registered osteopathic physician or any chiropractic practitioners of the 
State of Kansas, or any commissioned medical officer of the United States 
army, navy or marine service in the discharge of his official duties; nor to 
any legally qualified dentist, when engaged in the legitimate practice of 
his profession nor to any physician or surgeon who is called from another 
state or territory in consultation with a licensed physician of this state, 
or to treat a particular case in conjunction with a licensed practitioner of 
this state, and who does not otherwise pzactice in the state. Nor shall any- 
thing in this act apply to the administration of domestic medicine nor to 














prohibit gratuitious services; provided any, person holding a diploma, issued 
by an optical’ college, and who has studied’ anatomy of the eye and con- 
tiguous parts, human physiology and natural philosophy’ for: at least “six 
months under a competent teacher, and who shall pass examination satis- 
factorily to the state board of medical registration and examination, shall 
be eligible to register as an optician or doctor of optics, and shall be other- 
wise governed by this act so far as the same is applicable. 

See. 11. That section 8091 of the General Statutes of the State of Kan- 
sas of 1909, be and the same is hereby amended to read as follows: 

Section 8091. From and after the, first day: of September, 1901, any 
person who shall practice medicine and surgery in the State of Kansas with- 
out having received and recorded a certificate under the provisions of this 
act, or any persons violating any of the provisions of this act, shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor, and upon conviction thereof shall pay a fine of 
not less than fifty dollars nor more than two hundred dollars for each 
offense and in no case wherein this act shall have been violated shall any 
person so violating receive compensation for seryices rendered. It. shall be 
the duty of the secretary of the State Board of Registration and: Examina- 
tion to see that this act is enforced. 


The Chiropractic Bill known as House Bill No. 75, was 
introduced by Mr. Hines of Scott County on January 17. 
On January 24th, House Bill 313, providing for a board of 
examiners and a standard of qualifications for osteopaths 
was introduced. This bill was passed by the House on 
March 1, and by the Senate on March 12, and was signed by 
the Governor. 

It must be remembered that in 1909, the law regulating 
the practice of medicine had been so amended as to permit 
graduates of osteopathic schools to treat disease by drug- 
less methods, without examination, but they were not per- 
mitted to administer or prescribe drugs or perform surgical 
operations. These limitations were burdensome to many of 
those claiming to practice osteopathy. They administered 
drugs, practiced obstetrics and did minor surgery in spite 
of the restrictions of the law. 

The osteopaths claim that their object in seeking a sep- 
arate board of examiners and a distinct law regulating the 
practice of osteopathy was to give them standing with the 
people. We will permit them to claim this as their object, 
though it is difficult to understand how such a law would 
have that effect, inasmuch as it is a second confession of 
their inability to meet the standard of requirements for the 
practice of medicine set by the legislature of 1901. 

If our judgment is determined by the law itself we would 
be rather inclined to think the principal object was to 
legalize the evasion of the law regulating the practice of 
medicine in so far as it prohibited them from administering 
drugs and performing surgical operations. 
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While House Bill 313, provides for the licensing of ap- 
plicants to practice osteopathy it nowhere defines what is 
included in that term. The Chiropractic Bill stated specif- 
ically the restrictions governing the practice of a licensed 
chiropractor, but there are no such restrictions or limita- 
tions to the practice of osteopathy set out in this law. 
Further than this, in the enactment of the law, the law regu- 
lating the practice of medicine was amended so as to 
exempt, both osteopaths and chiropractors from its pro- 
visions. (See Sections 10 and 11). Whether it was really 
the intention of the promoters of this bill to remove the 
restrictions upon their practice or not, it was the general 
opinion of those most interested that such was the result. 
The question, however, was submitted to the attorney gen- 
eral and his opinion is given below: 





House bill No. 313: 

March 17, 1913. 

Hon. Geo. H. Hodges, 

Governor of Kansas, State House. 

Dear Governor:—At the suggestion of Secretary Harrington I have re- 
examined House Bill 313, together with the comments made thereupon by 
Dr. Crumbine and Dr. Nichols. There is a defect in Sec. 1 of this bill where 
one of the governor’s appointees is to hold office for a term of five years. 
Under the constitution which forbids the legislature to create an office for 
a longer term than four years, the five year term will have to be construed 
as a four year term. But this defect will not vitiate the bill 

Touching now the objection of Dr. Crumbine’s, I beg to say that, in my 
judgment, this objection is not well-founded. House Bill 313 is not in the 
nature of a new code or a subject on which the law-making department of 
the government has not heretofore legislated, and it is familiar law that: 

“All statutes in pari materia are to be read and construed together as if 
i they formed parts of the same statute, and were enacted at the same time.” 
a Wren V. Nemaha Co. 24 Kan. 305. 

The general purposes of House Bill No. 313 are to create a separate board 
of osteopathic examiners and to re-write certain sections of the old law con- 
cerning medical registration and examination for the purpose of bringing 
them within these new provisions enacted by the legislature of 1913. 

It is not true as declared by Dr. Nichols that an osteopath can give drugs 
and medicine or perform operations in surgery. The penal provisions of the 
old medical act of 1901 are re-enacted in House Bill 313 for no reason that 
I can see except the customary one to forbid anything of that sort. 

) The several acts of the Kansas legislature, old and new, make it now 
tolerably clear what is the practice of osteopathy, what is the practice of 
chiropractic, and what is the practice of medicine and surgery. And Sec. 11 

‘ of House Bill 313, makes it a misdemeanor punishable by a fine of not less 
than $50 nor more than $200 for any person to practice medicine and surgery 
in the State of Kansas without a certificate so to do. 

Assuming for the moment that there is an inherent conflict between 

Sec. 10 and Sec. 11 of the new act, then the familiar rule of statutory con- 

struction would control and that rule is that the last expression of the legis- 

lative will is the controlling one and that is true whether expressed in dif- 
ferent acts or later sections of the same act. The later section will control 
an earlier section and sometimes it has been necessary for the court to 
say that a later section vitiates absolutely an earlier section in the same act. 
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In Sec. 10 you will note that is largely a rewriting of the act of 1901 
and I think it is proper under the new legislation that there should be 
such a clause as amended Sec. 8090 appearing as Sec. 10 of the new act. 

To the complaint that: 

“This act shall not apply to any registered osteopathic physician or 
any chiropractic practitioners of the State of Kansas.” 

I say that I think that provision is proper and does not do at all what 
Dr. Crumbine and Dr. Nichols fear, take them out from under the control 
of the statute. I don’t want to be dogmantical about this proposition at 
all, but I cannot share the fear of Dr. Crumbine and Dr. Nichols in the slight- 
est degree, although the matter is not one that I feel very strongly about 
one way or another, so far as the wisdom of this particular legislation 1s 
concerned. Yours respectfully, 

JOHN 8S. DAWSON, Attorney General. 


While the attorney general’s opinion on this question may 
be based upon good law, and it coincides with the opinions 
of other able attorneys to whom the question had been sub- 
mitted, it will probably require a test case in the Supremé 
Court to decide it. 

To a layman there would be no doubt, but that the 
osteopaths were free to practice medicine by any method 
they saw fit, but the English language in the statement of 
a law don’t mean the same that it does in a story or a 
song or a prayer. The lawyers and the courts have their 
own rules for interpreting the English language, some of 
them were established before Webster was born and many 
since that time, so that until a law has been weighed and 
dissected and analyzed and tested by all the court decisions 
for centuries past, we must remain in doubt as to what it 
really means. 

We have said that before 1909 the osteopaths evaded the 
law by contending that, though they were treating disease, 
they did not administer drugs or medicine and were there- 
fore not practicing medicine. The legislature of 1909 gave 
them legal permission to so evade it and in 1913 still more 
definitely legalized this evasion by creating for them-a board 
of examiners and establishing a standard of qualifications. 
Now the very interesting fact appears that the osteopaths 
are making the claim that the chiropractors are trying to 
evade the osteopathic law by practicing osteopathy under 
another name. In fact, the osteopaths are prosecuting a 
chiropractor in Independence, and we are informed by a 
member of the osteopathic board that they will attempt to 
prove that this chiropractor and all other chiropractors are 
really practicing osteopathy in violation of the law enacted 
by the legislature of 1913. 
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What better argument, than the history of medical legis- 
lation in Kansas, for the adoption of one standard of 
medical education for all applicants for license to practice 
the healing art, without regard to the methods used, and 
for one board to administer all laws relating to the prac- 
tice of medicine and to supervise the: examination of all 
candidates for practice. 

Regulars, homeopaths and eclectics are required to have 
had a certain definite amount of medical education before 
being admitted to examination and they are given the same 
examination except in the methods of treatment. Why should 
the osteopath be permitted to treat disease upon a Jower 
standard of education than a regular’ or homeopath or 
eclectic? His’ method of treatment is different but so are 
the methods of others. Why should the chiropractor be per- 
mitted to practice on a lower standard of education than 
the osteopath? His method of treatment does not differ as 
much from that of the osteopath as that of the homeopath 
differs'from that of the egular. And the osteopaths claim 
that his methods are the same. ‘" 

The state should make the same educational requirements 
of every candidate for practice and when ‘he has met these 
requirements he should be permitted to practice’ by any 
method he may choose or his patrons prefer. 

If a single standard of education is required there seems 
to be no necessity for more than one examining board. The 
osteopaths think a separate board of examiners for them 
is necessary’ for the sake of harmony. In the early 
history of medical legislation in Kansas there were three 
examining bodies for physicians. The regular profession 
had one, the Homeopaths had one, and the Eclectics had one. 
There was no harmony then, in fact, there was nothing 
but war. Each school tried to out-do the other, and the 
Homeopaths and Eclectics finally combined in an attempt 
to put the Regular profession out of business. There was 





4 never any peace or harmony between these schools until 
they combined in the demand for an efficient law and ‘a 
single board of examiners. There is nothing in our history 
to support the contention of the osteopaths and it has been 
| demonstrated ‘that it is not possible for harmony to exist 
J between ‘two boards appointed for the purpose of adminis- 
4 tering the same affairs. paz 
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AN ANALYSIS OF THE, CHIROPRACTIC BILL. 


Among the various warring factions of the so-called 
chiropractors there seems to be some doubt as to the author- 
ship of the Chiropractic Bill, which was passed by the last 
legislature. After giving this bill the “once over” any fair 
minded person would not blame.its author for wishing to 
keep under cover. ae 

Inconsistency is so consistent with the bill in its entirety 
that it seems superfluous to point out even a few of the 
points in which it is unique. Some of its provisions are not 
only ridiculous—they are seriously ridiculous.. 

Section 1. There is hereby created and ‘established a board to’ be known 
by the style and name of the state board of chiropractic examiners, said 
board shall be composed of one ordained minister, one school teacher, and 
three (3) practicing chiropractors of integrity .and ‘ability, who shall be 
residents of the state of Kansas, for a period not less than two (2) years. 


No two chiropractic members of said board shall be graduates from the 
same school or college of chiropractic. 


The presence of a minister and a school teacher on this . 


board is really its only saving grace and they would no 
doubt lend all the dignity to the board that it would have. 
The Governor very naturally found it difficult to find three 
men “who would possess the qualification specified in 
the act.” 

Any Chiropractor who had practiced for any length of 
time prior to the passage of this act was a criminal in the 
eyes of the law. ; 

Now while Section 1 provides that the board shall be 
composed of one ordained minister, one school teacher, and 
three practicing Chiropractors, Seetion 2 provides only for 
the appointment of three Chiropractors—It reads as follows: 

The Governor of the State of Kansas shall within thirty (30) days after 
the taking effect of this act, appoint three chiropractors who shall possess 
the qualifications specified in section one of this act, to constitute the mem- 
bers of said board. Said members shall be so classified by the governor 
that the term of office of.one ‘shall expire in one year, one in two years 
and one in three years from the date of appointment. Annually thereafter 
the governor shall appoint one member who shall be a licensed practitioner 
and possess the qualifications specified in section one of this act, to serve 


for a period of three years, and shall fill all vacancies in said board caused 
by death or otherwise as soon as practicable. 


Is it intended that the Governor shall appoint the minister 
and school teacher and if so, for how long terms? There is 
nothing in Section 2 to provide for this appointment or for 
the appointment of their successors. . . 
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Suppose the Governor appoints a minister and a school 
teacher on this board then in (d) of Section 3, we find: 

A license to practice chiropractic within this state shall be issued to 
the individual members of said board at the first meeting of board upon pay- 
ment of the regular fee as provided for in this act. 

So that the minister and school teacher would be granted 
a license to practice Chiropractic without any of the prepar- 
ation required of other applicants. 

Suppose now that the board has been appointed, has met 
and elected its officers, granted licenses to its individual 
members including the minister and school teacher and is 
ready:for business. Its first business will be to grant 
licenses to all those now practicing Chiropractic, and right 
here we find another fly in the ointment. 

Section 4 reads as follows: 

It shall be unlawful for any person to practice chiropractic in this state 
unless they shall have first obtained a license as provided in this act; 
provided, however, that nothing in this act shall apply to or affect any 
persons who are now actually engaged in the practice of such profession 
except as hereinafter provided. 

Section 7 reads: 

All chiropractors practicing within this state six months prior to the 
passage of this art shall be granted a license as herein provided, without 
examination, provided that the application be made within sixty days after 
the taking effect of this act and accompanied by the required fee as herein 
provided. 

There is but one way to interpret these two sections that 
is that all those who have practiced six months or more must 
pay their fifteen dollars and get a license, while those who 
have practiced less than six months are exempt. 

Then comes the fellow who has not been fortunate enough 
to hang his shingle before this law got through the legis- 
lature. He must be “a graduate of a chartered Chiroprac- 
tic school or college which teaches a course of three years 
of sex months each or more, requiring actual attendance in 
same.” That the Chiropractors intend to cut down the time 
implied by that three year clause is evidenced by the fol- 
lowing extract from a speech by one A. C. Foy, who it is 
understood, was slated for a place on this board. In his 
speech in Iowa Mr. Foy said: 


“Now the question comes up, and I get letters from all over the United 
States, what is the length of time necessary? The law does not say that 
the schools in making application for examination shall be three calander 
years; it says, ‘three years of six months each.’ Of course it was the 
intent of the legislative body to say three calendar years, but it did not say so.” 
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Now since the board is.:authorized to “adopt a. minimum 
schedule of educational requirement” (See (c). Sec. 3) they 
will. interpret this clause. to mean eighteen consecutive 
months. ' 

This, however, is a very. small: matter. when compared 
with the possibilities in the next clause. of Sec. 5, “requir- 
ing actual attendance in same.” Following out Mr. Foy’s 
line of reasoning what a rich field of speculation and pecula- 
tion is this life-saving clause. “Requiring actual attendance 
in same.” How much attendance? The law does not say. 
Six months, three months, a week, even a day will fill that 
requirement. 

It is safe to say that few will be barred from the examina- 
tion on account of deficiency in these qualifications. 

Having been admitted to examination, Section 6 provides: 
“Examinations for license to practice Chiropractic shall. be 
made by said board according to the method deemed by it to 
be the most practicable (not practical) and expeditious to 
test the applicant’s qualifications,” » But in (6) we find 
the following: 

All examinations shall be made in writing, the subjects of which shall 
be as follows: Anatomy, Physiology, Hygiene, symptomatology, nerve trac- 
ing, chiropractic, orthopedia, principles of chiropractic and adjusting as taught 
by chiropractic schools and_colleges;. provided that applicants for license 
under this act shall be required to pass the same examination in physiology, 


anatomy, hygiene and systomatology required of licensed practitioners of 
medicine and surgery in this state. 


Just take notice of the fact that their applicants are 
“required to pass the same examination in physiology, 
anatomy, hygiene and systomatology, required: of licensed 
practitioners of medicine and surgery in this state.” Let’s 
take another lesson from the Chiropractic method of inter- 
pretation. The legislative body may have meant sympto- 
matology and it is not improbable that the author. of the 
. bill made the mistake intentionally for, with the qualifica- 
tions required of them, these applicants for Chiropractic 
license would have to “go some’ to pass the same examina- 
tion in symptomatology as that: required of licensed prac- 
titioners of medicine and surgery. But the law says systomo- 
tology, and “there ain’t no sich animile.” 

How will they get the samé examination in physiology 
.and anatomy. and hygiene even? ‘There is nothing said about 
them taking this examination under the Board of Examina- 
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tion and Registration... Will the Chiropractic board give them 
the same examination. Again following the Chiropractic 
method of interpretation—the law ‘says the same examina- 
tion and though the author of the bill may have mean similar, 
the legislative body has.made it read the same examination. 

Just one more illustration of the consistent inconsistency 
of this bill and we will leave it for the further consideration 
of a newer and we hope wiser legislative body. 

Section 11. Chiropractic practitioners shall.observe and be subject to all 
state and municipal regulations relating to the control of contagious and in- 


fectious diseases, sign death certificates and any and all matters pertaining 
to public health, reporting to the proper health officers the same as other 


practitioners. . 
“Sign death certificates and any and all matters pertain- 
ing to public health—” That is rather vague and may mean 


much or little after our Chiropractic friend has fully di- 
gested it. The section as a whole, however, imposes a duty 
upon these licentiates for which’ their qualifications do not 
fit them. 

Judging from the subjects in which they are to be exam- 
ined one is puzzled to know if they will make their diagnosis 
of the various contagious diseases by intuition or by the 
initiative and referendum. 





B 
HOW THEY VOTED. . 


In order that every member of the society may know how 
his representative and senator voted on the Osteopathic Bill 
and the Chiropractic Bill we are giving below the votes on 
the two measures according to the Journals of those two 
bodies. | 

Some of the representatives who voted for these bills and 
some of those who voted against them are candidates. for 
re-election and the names of these we have printed in 
italic type. pte : 

In this connection we want to call your attention to the 
fact that some of these members of the House who voted for 
both of these bills have now declared themselves in favor 
of one standard of education, and one board, and for the 
repeal of the Chiropractic Bill. 

By referring to the list of candidates you will be enabled 
to determine who of these men have so declared themselves. 














IN THE HOUSE. 


Those who voted for the final passage of the Chiropractic 
Bill (House Bill No. 75) after it had been amended and 
passed by the senate, were: Messrs. Ashcroft, Bailey, Bar- 
rett, Bentley, Blakely, Brewster, Burtiss, Carnahan, Carroll, 
Chase, Crippen, Dailey, Davis of Edwards, Davis of Gray, 
Dawley, Doerr, Drew, Fallas, Foster, Freeland, Gibson, of 
Cowley, Gillum, Gilman, Graber, Hanna, Hendricks, Herr, 
Hines, Holbrook, Houston, Houtz, Jensen, Jewett, Keene, 
Kerschen, Laing, Lane, Lauback, Mahurin, McDonald, Mil- 
ton, Mitchel, Mulroy, Newlin, Ostlind, Phillips, Ragle, 
Riddle, Satterthwaite, Schlicher, Shuey, Smischny, Spiker, 
Stone of Shawnee, Strain, Sutor, Tannahill, Tanner, Tim- 
kin, Tromble, Tyler, Uplinger, Voiland, Wacker, Wilson 
of Greeley, Woodbury, Mr. Speaker. 

Those who voted against its passage were: Messrs. Arm- 
strong of Cloud, Blaisdel, Dowling, Hamm, Hangen, Helton, 
Kyser, Lyon, McCollum, Moorhead, Moyer, Nichols, Noble, 
Robson, Scott, Stevens, Turner, Tyson, Williams, Zutavern. 

Those. who were absent or did not vote were: Messrs. 
Armstrong of Cherokee, Atkison, Bay, Boyd, Bunger, Carney, 


Cook, Cummings, Dodderidge, Focht, Frey, Gibson of Craw- ' 


ford, Gordon, Harned, Jocelyn, Johnson, Kincaid, Lumpkin, 
McGregor, Miller of Cherokee, Miller of Ottawa, O’Conner, 
Orr, Ossweiller, Perryman, Reitzel, Ross, Sharpless, Sho- 
walter, Stone of Sherman, Thorpe, Tilley, Todd, Topping, 
_Tulloss, Walker, Watts, Wilson of Crawford. 


Those who voted for the bill creating a board + ex- 
aminers for osteopaths (House Bill 313) were: 

Messrs. Armstrong of Cherokee, Armstrong of Cloud, Ash: 
croft, Atkinson, Bailey, Barrett, Bentley, Blakely, Boyd, 
Brewster, Bunger, Burtiss, Carnahan, Carroll, Chase, Cook, 
Dailey, Davis of Gray, Focht, Foster, Freeland, Gibson of 
Cowley, Gibson of Crawford, Gilman, Gordon, Graber, 
Hanna, Hendricks, Hines, Holbrook, Houston, Houtz, Jensen, 


Jocelyn, Keene, Kerschen,. Kincaid, Kyser, Laing, Lane, . 


Lauback, Lumpkin, McCollum, McDannald, McGregor, Miller 
of Cherokee, Miller of Ottawa, Milton, Mitchell, Moyer, Mul- 
roy, Newlin, Orr, Perryman, Ragle, Reitzel, Schlicher, Sharp- 
less, Smischny, Spiker, Stone of Shawnee, Strain, Sutor, 
Tannahill, Tanner, Tiley, Timken, Todd, Topping, Tromble, 
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Tulloss, Turner, Tyler, Uplinger, Wilson of Crawford, Wilson 
of Greeley, Woodbury, Mr. Speaker. : 


Those who voted against the bill were: 

Messrs. Bay, Blaisdel, Carney, Cummings, Davis of Ed- 
wards, Dawley, Dodderidge, Dowling, Gillum, Helton, Herr, 
Jewett, Lyon, Moorhead, Nichols, O’Connor, Phillips, Riddle, 
Robson, Satterthwaite, Scott, Shuey, Stevens, Stone of Sher- 
man, Thorpe, Tyson, Wacker, Walker, Watts, Williams, Zut- 
avern. 

Those who were absent or ‘did not vote were: 


Messrs. Crippen, Doerr, Fallas, Frey, Hamm, Hangen, 
Harned, Johnson, Mahurin, Noble, Ostlind, Ossweiller, Ross, 
Showalter, Voiland. ' 


IN THE SENATE. 


The. following senators voted for the bill creating a board 
of examiners for osteopaths (House Bill No, 313): 

Bowman, Carey, Carney, Davis, Denton, Gray, Hinds, 
Howe, Joseph, King, Lambertson, Logan, McMillan, Milton, 
Nighswonger, Overfield, Paulen, Porter, Price of Greenwood, 
Simpson, Trott, Troutman, Waggener, Williams, Wilson of 
Jefferson, Wolff. 

Those who voted against this bill were: 

Huffman, Malone, Nixon, Price of Clark, Sutton. 


Those who were absent or did not vote were: : 
Kinkel, Klein, Mahin, Meek, Shouse, Stavely, Stillings, Wil-. 
son of Washington. ; 


The following senators voted for the Chiropractic Bill 
(House Bill No. 75): 

Bowman, Carey, Carney, Davis, Denton, Gray, Joseph, 
King, Logan, Malone, McMillan, Meek, Nighswonger, Paulen, 
Pauley, Shouse, Stavely, Trott, Troutman, Waggener, Wil- 
liams, Wolf. ? 


Those who voted against it were: 

Howe, Huffman, Kinkel, Klein, Lambertson, Mahin, Mil- 
ton, Nixon, Porter, Price of. Clark, Price of Greenwood, 
Simpson, Sutton, Wilson of Washington. phe 

Those absent or not: voting were: 

Hinds, Overfield, Stillings, Wilson of Jefferson: 
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HOW THE CANDIDATES STAND. . 


The Committee of Public Policy and Legislation mailed 
to every candidate for the Legislature a copy of, the following 
letter and enclosed a statement (a copy of which also follows) 
which they were invited to sign: 


Dear SIR:— 

On account of our failure to impress the members of the 
Legislature, during the regular session, with the importance 
. of careful legislation upon medical matters, the medical pro- 
fession of Kansas will in the future endeavor to determine the 
attitude of candidates for the Legislature upon contemplated 
medical legislation. 

In order that there may be no misunderstanding the 
medical profession of Kansas will acquaint the prospective 
members of the Legislature with its own attitude toward cer- 
tain proposed measures and toward certain laws now in force. 

The physicians of Kansas through the Kansas Medicai 
Society, the North East District Medical Society, the South 
East District Medical Society, the South West District Medical 
Society, the Golden Belt Medical Society and sixty-two County 
Societies, will oppose, at the next session of the Legislature, any 
legislation the object of which is to permit any cult to practice 
medicine at a standard of medical education lower than that 
now required by the present Boards of Examiners. It is 
essential that the present standard be maintained to the end 
that reciprocal relations between Kansas and other states may 
not be impaired. Regardless of the methods of treatment there 
should be but one standard of medical education, for the basis 
of all treatment is a correct diagnosis of disease and a correct 
diagnosis of disease cannot be made without a thorough knowl- 
edge of anatomy, histology, physiology, chemistry, pathology 
and bacteriology. In addition to these subjects, it is best.for 
the welfare of the people and of considerable importance to the 
candidate for practice, as he might at sometime desire to locate 
in another state, that he shall have studied the clinical phe- 
nomona of disease and have had such hospital experience as 
will meet the requirements of the Federation of State Examin- 
ing Boards of the United States. 

The physicians of Kansas will favor a revision of the 
present laws to provide for one board, upon which all schools of 
practice may be represented, to administer the laws relating to 
the practice of medicine and to supervise the examination and 
licensing of candidates for practice. They will urge the repeal 
of the Chiropractic Bill which was passed by the last Legislature 
and proved to be impractical. 

In order that we may be able to report to the medical 
profession at the earliest possible moment the attitude of the 
respective candidates, will you kindly indicate, either by sign- 
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ing the enclosed statement (which is sent as a matter of con- 
venience), or by personal letter, what, if elected, your inclina- 
tion would be along the line of medical legislation. 

You will perhaps be interviewed by representatives of 
local societies along this line, but in order that you may be fairly © 
represented in our report, which will be published in the Octo+ 
ber number of The Journal of the Kansas Medical Society, we 
ask you not to overlook replying to this communication. 

Committee on Public Policy and Legislation, Kansas 
Medical Society: 
J. E. SAWTELL, Chairman 
W. F. GSELL 
W. E. McVey 
W. F. SAWHILL 
C. S. HUFFMAN 


If elected to the Kansas Legislature I will do my utmost 
to maintain one standard of medical education for all practi- 
tioners of medicine and will use my influence to defeat any 
legislation the object of which is to permit any cult to treat the 
sick or injured at a standard of education lower than that now 
required by the Boards of Examiners, under the-pretext that its 
followers are not practicing medicine. I shall at all times sup- 
port medical legislation which is in the interests of the people 
of the state and not in the interests of any special cult or school 
of practice. I will vote for a revision of the present law so 
that it will provide for one board (on which each school of 
practice shall be represented) to administer the laws relating 
to the practice of medicine and to supervise the examination 
and licensing of candidates for practice. I will vote for the re- 
peal of the Chiropractic Bill which was passed by the last 
Legislature. I will use my influence to secure the appropriation 
of sufficient funds for the State Board of Health so that it may 
carry out the provisions of the law under which it operates. 


Signed 


A considerable number of replies to this circular letter 
have been received and a majority ofethose replying have signed 
the statement as it was printed. A few have stricken some 
parts*of the statement. A number have declined to commit 
themselves on the repeal of the Chiropractic bill on the ground 
that they did not fully understand its provisions. There were 
still others who did not sign the statement but wrote personal 
letters expressing their hearty sympathy with the purposes set 
out in our letter. There were a few who were decidedly evasive 
and a very few others who frankly declared their opposition. 
In publishing the list of candidates we will designate as clearly 
as possible the attitude of the candidates we have heard from. 














‘ALLEN, 
Dem., J. W. Hamm, Humbolt, voted against Nos. 75 and 313. 
Rep., Frank L. Trevis, Iola, no reply received. 
Prog., E. D. Erickson, Elsmore, SATISFACTORY. 
Soc., J. S: Lehman, Humboldt, no reply received. 
ANDERSON. 
Dem., Fred Riebe, Garnett, no reply received. 
Rep., J. A. Hargraves, Richmond, no reply received. 
Prog., Geo. D. Cook, Garnett, no reply received. 
Soc., Arthur Pingry, Greeley, no reply received. 
Prob., Miss Sina Hartsell, Kansas City, no reply received. 
ATCHISON. 
Dem., T. A. Moxcey, 2nd Dist., Atchison, no reply received. 
Dem., E. J. Kelley, 3rd Dist., Effingham, SATISFACTORY. 
Rep., E. H. Johnson, 2nd Dist., Atchison, no reply received. 
Rep., A. E. Mayhew, 3rd Dist., Effingham, SATISFACTORY. 
Prog., H. C. Hansen, 2nd Dist., Atchison, no reply received. 
Prog., W. A. Shugart, 3rd Dist., Monrovia, no reply received. 
BARBER. 
Dem., Ed Boots, Isabel, no reply received. 
Rep., Wm: Gesner, Kiowa, SATISFACTORY. 
Prog., Ts os Lindley, Medicine Lodge, no reply received. 
BARTON. 
Dem., Fred Zutavern, Great Bend, SATISFACTORY. 
Prog., W. H. Maybach, Great Bend, SATISFACTORY. 
BOURBON. 
Dem., J. S. Cummings, 19th Dist., Bronson, SATISFACTORY. 
Rep., A. M. Keene, 18th Dist., Ft. Scott, SATISFACTORY. 
Rep., Wm. Campbell, 19th Dist., Bronson, no reply received. 
Prog., H. S. Chapman, 18th Dist., Ft. Scott, SATISFACTORY. 
Prog., B. F. Hobbs, 19th Dist., Hiattville, no reply received. 
Soc., Chas. Myers, 19th Dist., Ft. Scott, no reply received. 
Soc., H. A. Rightmire, 18th Dist., Ft. Scott, no reply received. 
BROWN. 
. Dem., J. F. Bailey, Horton, voted for Nos. 75 and 313. 
Rep., 5, M. Johnson, Everest, SATISFACTORY. 
Prog., Robert Andrews, Powhattan, SATISFACTORY. 
BUTLER. 
Dem., F. A. Pielsticker, 52nd, Eldorado, no reply received. 
Dem., Dr. R. J. Cabeen, 53rd Dist., Leon, SATISFACTORY. 
Fep., Robt. W. Tuttle, 52nd, Eldorado, SATISFACTORY. 
Rep. J. M. Satterwaite, 53rd Dist., Douglas, voted for No. 
75; voted against 313. 
Prog., A. J. Holderman, 52nd Dist. Eldorado, no reply received. 
Prog., H. M. Cotton, 53rd Dist., Leon, no reply received. 
CHASE. 
Dem., J. B: Hanna, Cedar Point, voted for Nos. 75 and 313. 
Rep., Chas. S. Sayre, Cedar Point, SATISFACTORY. 
Prog., Henry Rogler, Matfield Green,’ no reply received. 
Soc., C.’ L. Jackson, Strong City, no reply. received. 
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CHAUTAUQUA. 
Dem., C. B. Burson, Hewins, no reply received. 
Rep., J. A. Ferrell, Sedan City, no reply received. 
Prog., Norman L. Hay, Sedan City, no reply received. 
Soc., W. T. Martin, Hewins, no reply received. 
CHEROKEE. 
Dem., G. W. Harley, 22nd Dist., McCune, no reply received. 
Dem., R. L. Armstrong, 22nd Dist., Faulkner, voted for 313. 
Rep., J. W. Farrell, 22nd Dist., Weir City, no reply received. 
Rep., Grant Waggoner, 23rd Dist.; Baxter, no reply received. 
Soc., Earnest Miller, 22nd Dist., Seaman, no reply received. 
Soc., W. S. Harvey, 23rd Dist., Galena, R. I., no reply received. 
CHEYENNE. . 
Dem. J. E. Uplinger, St. Francis, voted for Nos. 75 and 313: 
Rep., A. A. Reinhold, St. Francis, no reply received. 
Soc., M. L. Phillips, McDonald, no reply received. 
Prog., F. M. Witham, St. Francis, no reply received. 
CLARK. 
Dem., C. E. Doyle, Englewood, no reply received. 
Rep., Fred Taintor, Englewood, no reply received. 
Prog., Arthur P. Reece, ee reply received. 


Dem., John C. Carson, Clay Center, no reply received. 
Rep., R. J. Morton, Green, SATISFACTORY. 
Prog., Sam E. Reynolds, Clay Center, SATISFACTORY. 
Soc., W. W. Jones, Clay me oy _ reply received. 

L B 


Dem., Homer Kennett, Concordia, no reply received. 
Rep., A. L. Wilworth, Concordia, no reply received. 
COFFEY. 
Dem., J. A. Mahurin, Burlington, voted for No. 75. 
Rep. E. L. Traylor, Lebo, no reply received. 
COMANCHE. 
Dem., J. P. Claudill, Protection, no reply received. 
Rep., Geo. H. Helton, Coldwater, SATISFACTORY. 
Soc., C. N. Thorp, Protection, no reply received. 
COWLEY. 
Dem., J. S. Day, 51st Dist., Winfield, no reply received. 
Rep., E. C. Manning, 51st Dist., Winfield, unsatisfactory. 
Rep., John A. Boylan, 50th Dist. Arkansas City, unsatisfactory 
Prog., G. Luther Brown, 50th Dist., Arkansas City, no reply 
received. ’ 

Soc., J. F. Martin, 51st Dist., Winfield, no reply received. 
Soc., C. R. D. S. Oakford, 50th Dist., Dexter, no reply received. 
CRAWFORD. 

Dem., J. H. Cassin, 20th Dist., Girard, no reply received. 
Rep., J. Albert Gibson, 21st Dist., Pittsburgh, voted for 313. 
Rep., J. W. Montee, 20th Dist., Girard, no reply received. 
Prog., E. B. Wampler, 20th Dist., Walnut, SATISFACTORY. 
Prog., Geo. B. Mattix, 21st, Cherokee, SATISFACTORY: 
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Soc., Geo. D. Brewer, 20th Dist., Girard, no reply received. 
. Soc., Caroline A. Love, 21st Dist., Pittsburgh, no reply received 
» DECATUR. 
Dem., J. M. Shuey, Norcatur, voted for No. 75, against 313. 
Rep., H. S. Kennedy, Cedar Bluffs, no reply received. 
Prog., H. L. Morrison, Oberlin, no reply received. 
Soc., A. L. Miller, Oberlin, no reply received. 
~ DICKINSON. : 
Dem., Ed Arnold, Chapman, SATISFACTORY. ” 
Rep., P. Scanlin, Chapman, no reply received. 
Prog., D. E. Lamb, Herington, no reply received. 
Soc., W. L. Nixon, Abilene, no reply received. 
DONIPHAN. 
Dem., Chas. Carrigan, Doniphan, no reply received. 
Rep., Dr. W. W. Carter, Wathena, unsatisfactory. 
DOUGLAS. 
Dem., A. C. Walter, 11th Dist., Lecompton, no reply received. 
Dem., F. M. Hartley, 12th Dist., Baldwin, SATISFACTORY. 
Rep., Sherman Elliott, 11th Dist., Lawrence, no reply received. 
Rep., John M. Newlin, 12th Dist., Lawrence, woted for Nos. 
15 and 313. 
Prog., J. H. Mitchell, 11th Dist., Lawrence, no reply received. 
Prog. E. E. Stauffer, 12th Dist.; no reply received. 
Soc., Paul Cheney, 12th Dist., Baldwin, no reply received. 
EDWARDS. 
Dem., N. A. Davis Kinsley, voted for 75, against 313. 
Rep., Chas. A. Mosher, — og reply received. 
































Dem., Lewis Kyser, Grenola, voted for No. 313, against No. 75. 
Rep., 0. H. Wosley, Longton, no reply received. 
Prog., A. W. Finley, Elk Falls, unsatisfactory. 
ELLIS. 
Dem., Miles H. Mulroy, Hays, voted for No. 313. 
Rep., Jno. R. Chittenden, Hays, no reply received. 
ELLSWORTH. 

Dem., R. J. Shmischney, Wilson, R. I. voted for 75 and 313. 
Rep., H. Harris, Ellsworth, SATISFACTORY. 

FINNEY. 
Dem., Albert Hoskinson, Garden City, no reply received. 
Rep., C. L. Marman, Garden City, unsatisfactory. 
Prog., D. H. Menke, Garden City, no reply received. 
Soc., I. N. Pierce, Pierceville, no reply received. 


















Dem., T. S: Lane, Bucklin, voted for Nos. 75 and 313. 
Rep., L. J. Pettijohn, Dodge City, no reply received. 
FRANKLIN. 
Dem., W. G. Tullos, Rantoul, SATISFACTORY. 
Prog., E. F. Abbott, Lane, SATISFACTORY. 
GEARY. 
Dem., John Cameron, Junction City, no reply received. 
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Rep., F. L. Durland, Junction City, no reply received. 

Prog., C. K. Raber, Junction City, no reply received. 

Soc., C. E. Say, Junction City, R. 3, no reply received. 
GOVE..: 

Dem., Andy Peirano, Gove, no reply received. 

Rep., E. D. Samson, Quinter, no reply received. 


Dem., A. W. McVey, Hill City, no reply received. 
Rep., "Ben Smith, Hill City, no reply received. 
Prog., Martha J. Worcester, Hill City, no reply received. 
Soc., F. J. Farley, Bogus, no reply received. 
GRANT. 
Dem., Richard Joyce, New Ulyses, no reply received. 
Rep., P. A. Walker, New Ulyses, R. I., no reply received. 
did not vote. 
GRAY. 


Dem., Harry Brice, Cimmaron, no reply received. 

Rep., T. J. Davis, Cave, SATISFACTORY. 

Prog., J. A. Beggs, Cave, no: reply received. 
GREELEY. 

Rep., S. S. McGinnis, Tribune, SATISFACTORY. 

GREENWOOD. 

Dem., John Courtney, Piedmont, no reply received. 

Rep., B. M. Brown, Fall River, no reply received. 

Prog., E. L. Barrier, Eureka, no reply received. 

Soc., J. A. Hart, Climax, no ‘reply received. 
HAMILTON. 

Dem., T. M. Grisson, Syracuse, no reply received. 

Rep., R. E. Bray, Syracuse, no reply received. 

Prog., Geo. Getty, Syracuse, no reply received. 

Soc., Fred W. Ruggles, Syracuse, no reply received. 
HARPER. 

Dem., Leroy Hughbanks, Anthony, SATISFACTORY. 

Prog., Z. C. Thompson, Harper, no reply received. 
HARVEY. © 

Dem., B. H. Northcott, Hesston, no reply received. 

Rep., N. G. Perryman, Newton, voted for No. 313. 

Prog., J. R. Scott, Newton, SATISFACTORY. 

Soc., John Williams, Newton, no reply received. 
HASKELL. 

Dem., S. A: McCollum, Santa Fe, voted for No. 313, against 75. 

Rep., S. Derby, Jean, no reply received. 

Prog., S. E. Cave, Sublette, no reply received. 

Soc., John G. Rogge, Garden City, no reply received. 
HODGEMAN. 

Dem., Mrs. Daisy N. Davis, Jetmore, no reply received. 

Rep., Walton S. Kenyon, Jetmore, SATISFACTORY. 

Prog., Arthur Lonnberg, Spearville, no reply received. 
JACKSON. 

Dem., W. D. Kuhn, Holton, no reply. received. 
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Rep., F. C. Pomeroy, Holton, SATISFACTORY. — 
Prog., Otto Hochuli, Holton, no reply received. 
JEFFERSON. 

Dem., C. S. Moyer, Nortonville, SATISFACTORY. 

Rep., John N. Johnson, Lawrence, SATISFACTORY. 

Prog., C. S. Kathan, Williamstown, SATISFACTORY. 
JEWELL. 

Dem., Myer Miles, Jewell, SATISFACTORY. 

Rep., J. S. Hart, Randall, no reply received. 
JOHNSON. 

Dem., Jasper T. Kincaid, Topeka, voted for No. 313. 

Rep., D. B. Johnson, Merriam, SATISFACTORY. 

Prog., Sam J. Kelley, Olathe, no reply received. 

Soc., W. S. Wheeler, Olathe, no reply received. 
KEARNEY. 

Dem., W. D. O’Loughlin, Lakin, no reply received. 

Rep:, W. B. Logan, Lakin, no reply received. 

Prog., J. H. Waterman, Lakin, no reply received. 

Soc., J. F. Wells, Kendall, no reply received. 
KINGMAN. 

Dem., R. E. Smith, Kingman, no reply received. 

Prog., John H. Connaughton, Kingman, SATISFACTORY. 

Soc., J. W. Boyer, Kingman, no reply received. 

KIOWA 


Dem., A. W. Hershberger, Greensburg, no reply received. 
Rep., John W. Davis, Greensburg, no reply received. 
LABETTE. 
Dem., Walter Phillips, 24th Dist., Mound Valley, SAT- 
ISFACTORY. 
Rep., E. L. Burton, 24th Dist., Parsons, unsatisfactory. 
Rep., E. O. Noble, 25th Dist., Bartlett, voting against No. 75. 
Prog., E. O. Ellis, 24th Dist., Parsons, no reply received. 
Prog., Adam, Yakel, 25th Dist., Oswego, SATISFACTORY. 
_Soc., S. W. Sample, 24th Dist., Parsons, no reply received. , 
Soc., A. H. Earl, 25th Dist., Oswego, no reply received. 
LANE. 
Dem., O. P. Jewett, Dighton, voted for No. 75, against 313. 
Rep. C. J. VanKeuren, Dighton, no reply received. 
: LEAVENWORTH. 
Dem., Eli Nirdlinger, 5th Dist., Leavenworth, no reply received 
Rep., Benj. F. Endress, 5th Dist., Leavenworth, no reply re- 
ceived. 
Rep., J. M. Gilman, 6th Dist., Leavenworth, voted for Nos. 
75 and 313. 
Soc., A. Bowman, 5th Dist., Leavenworth, no reply received. 
Soc., C. ‘ Richardson, 6th Dist.,,.Delaware Tp., no reply re- 
ceived. 


_ LINCOLN. 
Dem., W. E. Lyon, Lincoln, voted against Nos. 75 and 313. 
Rep., Elias Farr, Sylvan Grove, no reply received. 
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LINN. 
Dem., A. L. AEA Pleasanton, no reply received. 
Rep., "Robt., J. Tyson, Goodrich, voted against Nos. 75 and 313. 
Soc., I. 8S. Stull, Pleasanton, no reply received. 

LOGAN. 
Dem., J. N. Thournell, Winona, SATISFACTORY. 
Rep., F. D. Joslyn, Winona, no reply received. 
Prog., C. T. Goodier, Oakley, no reply received. 

LYON 


Dem., D. W. Spiker, Emporia, voted for Nos. 75 and 313. 
Dem., T. Jenson, Emporia, voted for Nos. 75 and 313. 
Rep., F. O. Stone, Emporia, no reply received. 
Rep., C. A. Johnson, Hartford, no reply received. 
Prog., Lamont D. DeCamp, Allen, no reply received. 
Prog., Will Wayman, Emporia, SATISFACTORY. 
MARION. 
Dem., Taylor Riddle, Marion, voted for No. "1, against 313. 
Rep., Fred E. Pettit, Peabody, no reply received. 
MARSHALL. 
Dem., Andrew Shearer, 39th Dist., Frankfort, no reply re- 
ceived. 
Dem., M. M. Schmidt, 40th Dist. Home City, SATISFACTORY 
Rep., S. F. Paul, 39th Dist., Blue Rapids, SATISFACTORY. 
Rep., N. S: Kerschen, 40th Dist., Marysville, voted for Nos. 


75 and 313. 
McPHERSON. 
Dem., Rob’t Duist, Mound Ridge, no reply received. 
Rep., John Ostlind, Jr., McPherson, voted for No. 75. 
Prog., E. P. Detter, McPherson, no reply received. 
Soc., C. N. Young, Lindsberg, no reply received. 
_MEADE. 
Dem., I. H. Lewlyn Jones, Meade, unsatisfactory. 
Rep., George W. Day, Meade, no reply received. 
Prog., C. B. Leslie, Meade, no reply received. 
MIAMI. 
Dem., J. P. Ranney, Osawatomie, R. I., no reply received. 
Rep., H. R. Wells, Louisburg, no reply received. 
Prog., Mrs. D. F. Dunn, Paola, no reply received. 
MITCHELL. 
Dem., John Tromble, Beloit, voted for Nos. 75 and 313. 
Rep., D. F. Simpson, Cawker City, no reply received. 
Prog., W. F. Ramsey, Victor, no reply received. 
MONTGOMERY. 
Dem., R. F. Heckman, 26th Dist., Liberty, no reply received. 
Dem., E. L. Huyan, 27th Dist., Dearing, no reply received. 
Rep., A. R. Lamb, 26th Dist., Coffeyville, no reply received. 
Rep., H. L. Aldrich, 27th Dist., Caney, SATISFACTORY. 
Prog., G. M. Seacat, 26th Dist., Cherryvale, SATISFACTORY. 
Prog., Sam’! Drybread, 27th Dist., Elk City, SATISFACTORY. 
Soc., A. L. Hook, 26th Dist., Coffeyville, SATISFACTORY. 
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Soc., J. T. Mortimer, ‘onth Dist., Elk City, no reply received. 
MORRIS. 
Dem., Geo. W. C. Coffin, Council Grove, no eenly received. 
Rep., S. F. Nelson, Burdick, no reply received. 
Prog., W. H. Dodderidge, White City, voted against No. 313. 
NORTON. 
Dem., W. D. Thompson, Rallo, no reply received. 
Rep., "John R. Cook, Wilburton, no reply received. 
NEMAHA. - 
Dem., I. R. W. Moorhead, Sabetha, voted against 75 and 313. 
Rep., F. P. Bowen, Centralia, no reply received. 
Prog., Edward M. Collins, Seneca, unsatisfactory. 
N EOSHO. 
Dem., Alf. Q. Wooster, Erie, no reply received. 
Rep., C. D. Resler, Chanute, SATISFACTORY. 
Prog., H. L. Freeman, Chanute, no reply received. 
Soc., H. S. Porter, Chanute, no reply received. 
NESS: — haa 


Dem., J. C. Hopper, Ness City, no reply received. 
Rep., C. D. Foster, Ness City, voted for Nos. 75 and 313. 
Soc., W. H. Tilley, Ransom, voted for No. 313. 
Prob., Mrs. Ida Graham, Ransom, no reply received. 
NORTON. 
Dem., Dan Hart, Norton, no reply received. 
Rep., A. L. Drummond, Norton, no reply received. 
Prog., Abe Neiswanger, Almena, no reply received. 
Soc., A. Bonnie, Almena, SATISFACTORY. 
OSAGE. 
Dem., C. T. Neihart, Lyndon, no reply received. 
Rep:, Fe H. Woodbury, Olivet, voted for Nos. 75 and 313. 
Prog., E. Butler, Quenemo, SATISFACTORY. 
. OSBORNE. 
Dem., J. A. Lute, Downs, no reply received. 
Rep., Walter A. Lawton, Osborne, no reply received. 
Prog., D. J. Sparks, Alton, no reply received. 
OTTAWA. 
Dem., C. N. Miller, Lindsey, no reply received. 
Rep., W. S. Caldwell, Culver, SATISFACTORY. 
Soc., A. J. Zuker, Minneapolis, no reply received. 


Dem., A. A. Doerr, Larned, SATISFACTORY. 

Rep., H. S. Rogers, Larned, unsatisfactory. 

Prog., T. C. Wilson, Larned, SATISFACTORY. 

PHILLIPS. 

Dem., M. L. Bogard, Kirwin, no reply received. 

Rep., J ohn M. Gray, Kirwin, no reply received. 

Soc., George Peoples, Long Island, SATISFACTORY. 
POTTAWATOMIE. 

Dem., G..W. Forrester, Wamego,' SATISFACTORY. 

Rep., A. E. Hawkinson, Bigelow, unsatisfactory. 
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Prog., W. B. Dalton, St. George, no reply received. 
PRATT. 


Dem., S. J. Allmon, Pratt, no reply received.. 
Rep., W. E. Clark, Sawyer, SATISFACTORY. : 
Prog., E. L. Shaw, Pratt, no reply received. 
Soc., W. F. Brown, Iuka, no reply received. 

RAWLINS. 
Dem., R. S. Hendricks, Atwood, voted for Nos. 75 and 313. 
Rep., D. C. Mather, Atwood, SATISFACTORY. 
Soc., Dan Beedy, Atwood, no reply received. 

RE 


Dem., Henry S. Thompson, Sylvia, no reply received. 
Dem., R. C. Layman, Hutchinson, no reply received. 
Rep., Jake Edwards, Sylvia, no reply received. 
Rep., Homer Myers, Hutchinson, no reply received. 
Prog., C. H. Bacon, Hutchinson, R. 2, no reply received. 

REPUBLIC. 
Dem., Arthur Richards, Belleville, no reply received. 
Rep., E. S. Nelson, Belleville, no reply received. 
Prog., A. B. Ogle, Belleville, pee received. 

E. 


Dem., George B. Ross, Sterling, did not vote. 
Rep., Wm. Schmidt, Lyons, no reply received. 
RILEY 


Dem., Rev. J. D. Arnold, Manhattan, SATISFACTORY. 
Rep., S. A. Bardwell, Manhattan, SATISFACTORY. 
Prog., W. H. Secrest, Randolph, no reply received. 
ROOKS. 
Dem., A. C. Gillihan, Stockton, no reply received. 
Rep., H. T. Suter, Paleo, SATISFACTORY. 
RUSH. 
Dem., J. H. Timken, Bison, voted for Nos. 75 and 313. 
Rep., J. S. Williams, Nekoma, no reply received. 
Soc., E. E. Colglazier, Rush Center, no reply received. 
RUSSELL. 
Rep., Henry M. Laing, Russell, voted for Nos. 75 and 313. 
SALINE. 
_ Dem., David Ritchie, Saline, no reply received. 
Rep., W. H. Todd, Saline, SATISFACTORY. 
SCOTT. 
Dem., Chas. A. Kelson, Scott City, no reply received. 
Rep., D. L. Countryman, Modoc, no reply received. | 
Prog. Ed. Sickelbower, Shallow Water, no reply seokived. 
Soc., Scott Spaulding, Scott City, no reply received. 
Prog., A. M. Hopper, Scott City, no reply received. 
SEDGWICK. 
Dem., W. F. Young,. 66th Dist., Wichita, no reply received. 
Dem., I. S. Woodward, 67th Dist., Wichita, no reply received. 
Dem.. Theo. Ossweiler, 68th Dist., Garden Plain, SAT- 
TSFACTORY. 
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Rep., I. N. Williams, 66th. Dist., Wichita, SATISFACTORY. 
Rep., S. T. Jocelyn, 67th. Dist., Wichita, voted for No. 313. 
Rep., O. C. Herron, 68th Dist., Wichita, no reply received. 
Prog., Henry Lampl, 67th Dist., Wichita, no-reply received. 
Prog., A. A. Statford, 68th Dist., Wichita, SATISFACTORY. 
Soc., C. H. Crease, 66th Dist., Wichita, no reply received. 

Soc., H. H. French, 67th Dist., Wichita, no reply received. 
Soc., H. J. Williams, 68th Dist., Mt. Hope, no reply received. 
SEWARD. 

Dem., A. E. Blake, Liberal, no reply received. 
Rep., "Geo. S. Smith, Liberal, no reply received. 
SHAWNEE. 
Dem., Geo. W. Anderson, 33rd Dist., Topeka, no reply received. 
Dem., Geo. H. Watson, 34th Dist., Topeka, no reply received. 
Dem., J. W. Russell, 35th Dist., Topeka, no reply received. 
Rep., L. H. Neiswender, 33rd Dist., N. Topeka, no reply. 
Rep., W. A. S. Bird, 34th Dist., Topeka, SATISFACTORY. 
Rep., Robert Stone, 35th Dist., Topeka, no reply received. 
Prog., Festus Foster, 34th Dist., Topeka, no reply received. 
Prog., W. S. Eastman, 35th Dist., Topeka, no reply received. 
; SHERIDAN. 
Dem., W. H. Clark, no reply received. 
Prog., C. O. Benton, no reply received. 
SHERMAN. 
Dem., ‘Dr. B. Ferguson, Kanorado, SATISFACTORY. 
Rep., Paul H. McBride, Goodland, SATISFACTORY. 
Prog., M. E. Glidden, Goodland, no reply received. 
Soc. Geo. H. Austin, Edson, no reply received. 
: SMITH. 
Dem., Frank H. Lumpkin, Bellaire, voted for No. 313. 
Rep., A. C. Coolidge, Smith Center, no reply received. 
Soc., Frank Maydrewy Riverton, Neb., no reply received: 
; STAFFORD. 
Dem., R. L.. Milton, Stafford, no reply: received. 
Prog., Nick Danison, St. John, no reply received. 
Soc., Sol Vanlieu, St. John, no reply received. 
STANTON. ° 
Dem., James Hetrick, Johnson, no reply received. 
Rep., C. A. Gillum, Fisher, unsatisfactory. 
STEVENS. 
Dem., John S, Stout, Hugoton, no reply received. 
Rep., ‘James Haskinson, Moscow, SATISFACTORY. | 
Prog., H. V. Packer, Hugoton, no reply received. 
SUMNER. 
Dem., Chas. P. Hangen, Wellington, SATISFACTORY. 
Dem., Rob. McGregor, South Haven, voted for No. 313. 
Rep., T. A. Hubbard, Wellington, no reply received. 
Rep., Ed McDougall, Caldwell, no reply received. 
THOMAS. 
Dem., J. B. Hampton, Colby, no reply received. 
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Rep., A. Showalter, Brewster, SATISFACTORY. 
Soe., R. D. Misner, Mingo, no reply received. . 
GO. 


Dem., Chas. Kirby, Wakeeney, no reply received. 
Rep., HH. F. Kline, Wakeeney, no reply received. 
WABAUNSEE. - 
Dem., E. Wersiey, Maple Hill, SATISFACTORY. 
Rep., H. J. Tayler, Alma, no reply received. 
WALLACE. ; 
Dem., Chas: L. Sheffer, Sharon Springs, no reply vebeived: 
Rep., be A. Johnson, Sharon Springs, no reply received. 
WASHINGTON. 
Dem., Earnest F. Ballard, Hanover, SATISFACTORY. 
Rep., Wm. Sharpe, Clifton, no reply received. 
WICHITA. é 
Dem., Thos. McDermott, Modoc, no reply received. 
Rep. C. A. Freeland, Leoti, voted for Nos. 75 and, 313. 
Soc., Jay Hoffman, Leoti, no reply received. 
WILSON 4 
Dem., J. E; Whiteside, Fredonia, no reply received. 
Rep., W. H. Edmundson, Fredonia, SATISFACTORY. 
Prog., Walter J. Burtis, Fredonia, voted for Nos. 75 and 313. 
Soc., John Busby, New Albany, no’feply received. 
WOODSON. 
Dem., Geo. H. Tannahill, Vernon, voted for Nos..75 and 313. 
Rep., Geo. W. Lee, Yates Center, SATISFACTORY. 
Prog., W. E. Inland, Yates Center, no reply. received. 
Soc., Ww. O. Stang, Yates Center, no reply received. 
WYANDOTTE. 
Dem., Thomas M. VanCleve, 7th Dist., Kansas City, SAT- 
ISFACTORY. 
Dem., Wm. Rose, 8th Dist., Kansas City, SATISFACTORY. 
Dem., C. M. Pierce, 9th Dist., Kansas ity, no reply received. 
Rep., ’Barl H. Ditzen, 7th Dist., Kansas: City, unsatisfactory. 
Rep., Chas. S. Holbrook, 8th Dist., Kansas City, voted for Nos. 
715 and 313. 
Rep., H. T. Garson, 9th ‘Dist., Kansas City, no reply received. 
Prog. ., Chas. M. Stebbins, 7th Dist.,. Kansas City, SAT- 
ISFACTORY. 
Prog., W. H. Brickes, Jr., 8th Dist., Kansas City, SATIS- 
FACTORY. 
Prog., W. K: Herndon, 9th Dist., Kansas City, no reply. 
Soc., Harry Sullivan, ‘Tth Dist., Kansas City, no reply received- 
Soc., A. J. Waddle, 8th Dist., "Kansas City, no. reply received. 


BK 
Owing to the large amount of politieal matter appearing in 
this number of the Journal, the reports of several societies. was 
unavoidably crowded out. 
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THE CANDIDATES FOR GOVERNOR. 


A letter similar to the following was mailed to each of 
the candidates for governor: 

Dear Sir:—I am enclosing herewith a copy of a circular 
letter which was recently sent to every candidate for the leg- 
islature. A very large majority of the replies so far re- 
ceived heartily endorse the views set out in this letter. In 
the October number of the Journal of the Kansas Medical 
Society we will publish a list of these candidates indicat- 
ing the attitude of each upon these matters. 

I wish to offer you space in the same number of the 
JOURNAL in which to make known to the medical profession, 
of Kansas what your attitude upon these matters will be 
in case of your election. A clear and definite statement from 
you will, I am sure, be more satisfactory both to the pro- 
fession and yourself, than will such estimates as we may 
be able to make from statements attributed to you. Trust- 
ing that you will take advantage of this offer and that we 
may have an early reply from you, I am 

Yours very truly, 

Replies have been received from Governor Geo. H. 
Hodges, Mr. Arthur Capper, and Mr. H. J. Allen. We pub- 
lish these letters below without comment or criticism: 


GOV. HODGES’ REPLY. 


Topeka, Kan., September 28, 1914. 
Dr. W. E. MeVey, Editor, 
The Journal, Topeka, Kansas. 

My Dear Sir:—Replying to your inquiry of the 2lst which has just 
reached me on my return from a two week’s trip throughout the state, I 
am pleased to express to you in some detail, my view as set forth in the 
following: 

After an experience of several years in both houses of the legislature, 
and as an Executive of this state; after having listened to many contro- 
vérted opinions from medical men and non-medical men, I may state that 
my conclusions as to the practice of the art of healing or treating the sick 
and the injured are fairly clear. I believe that the primary object of all 
legislative enactments which have in view the regulation of this practice 
is, and should be, the protection of the public from imposters and incom- 
petents, to the end that public health and welfare shall be safe guarded. 
I do not believe that such a law should be designed to protect any particu- 
lar group of practitioners or school of practice to the exclusion of any other 
group, or school, nor should any of them be admitted to practice on easier 
terms than others. 

The responsibility for human life and health is a serious one, and with 
the ideas I have just expressed, I do not believe the state is justified in 
licensing men to assume this responsibility who have not acquired as high 
a standard of education and training as is possible to be acquired, and which 
our many splendid colleges and universities make more or less easy of at- 
tainment. Furthermore I believe that this standard should be demanded 
equally of all men who profess the treatment of disease. 
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I understand that,the principal. distinguishing feature.‘of the various 
schools of ‘practice is that of treatment. I do not profess to know, or 
presume to say, which of the forms of treatment is,of the most value, and 
while, as an individual I have my preference for a certain class of prac- 
titioners, as an Executive I do not feel that I-have any ‘right to be dictatorial 
or dogmatic in the matter. It would seem, however, that a broad literary 
education in the minor sciences, and a thorough knowledge of anatomy, 
physiology, chemistry, and ‘the allied ‘sciences. which: are common to: all 
schools of practice should be the basis or standard upon which a nee 
or license to treat human ailments should be granted. 

I have never been able to see the need of special legislative enactments 
for each particular school of practice, except as from time to time, new schools 
came into prominence, permission to practice should be granted them. But 
it has always’ been my aim as a legislator, and later as an Executive, to 
insist that the standards of admission for these new schools should be the 
same as for all others. I understand that this is the contention of the 
medical profession, and I assume that. all other schools ‘profess the same 
views. At the same time, I have never been able to perceive why legislation 
could not be enacted which would provide for sach standards as would 
insure protection to the public, and at the same time eliminate the con- 
troversies between schools. 

Until 1909, no provision was made by Kansas Statutes for the practice 
of osteopathy. ‘The legislature of that year, however, provided that prac- 
titioners of osteopathy might receive permission to practice that art upon 
registration of a diploma, and without examination. The standard of ex- 
cellence in the art rested wholly with the college which issued the diploma 
and no effort was made to distinguish between colleges. Medical men of the 
regular school, and also leading osteopaths, have contended that many grad- 
uates from low standard colleges of osteopathy were being licensed and that 
this basis of admission was not fair... To overcome this defect in the 1909 
law, House Bill 313 to provide for a separate Board of Osteopathic Ex- 
aminers and to set a higher standard of ‘requirements for admission, was 
originated in the 1913 legislature. , With, the assurance that this bill did 
set a higher requirement, and in fact one ‘equivalent to that provided by 
the Medical: Practice Act: of 1901, I:signed this bill, believing that the best 
interests of the public demanded practitioners of known education and train- 
ing according to a legal standard rather than acceptance of a diploma from 
a questionable college of osteopathy.. In other words, it gave the state 
the authority to censor all colleges of osteopathy. 

I believe that some features of this bill may be ambiguous and might 
be amended to be more explicit but to convert the idea of some medical men 
that by this act osteopaths are given permission to administer medicine and 
practice surgery, } have an opinion from the attorney general stating that 
such is not the case. Furthermore, the records of the Board of Osteopathic 
Axaminers show that since its creation only 15 or 20 licenses to practice 
osteopathy have been granted where in the previous four years there were 
about 200. I believe that this fact in itself, together with the other fact 
that those who were admitted were men of higher standards, prove to a great 
extent the wisdom of the act. If, however, the medical practice act of 1901 
and the amended act of 1909 had been amended to provide for the single 
standard which I have advocated at the outset, I cannot see but that it would 
have served the same purpose. 

Perhaps the greatest amount of censure which has been accorded the 1913 
legislature and myself by the medical profession has been relative to the pas- 
sag of House Bill No. 75 providing for a Board of Chiropractic Examiners. 
Permit me to reiterate that the Executive has no right to differentiate be- 
tween schools of treatment. If the practitioners of Chiropractic meet the 
same preliminary requirements of other schools, if they have the same 
knowledge of human anatomy and ailments, and of methods of diagnosis, 
I can see no reason why they should not be permitted to practice their art 
on those who prefer that form of treatment. This bill came to my hands 
late in the session, and in the stress of other business, I did not have the 
time to give it the consideration it probably deserved. However, it had 
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passed both houses by large majorities after a strenuous fight, and I: was . 


assured that it demanded the requirements I have deemed essential to such 
an-act.. Inasmuch a8 those who gave’ me this assurance were men of high 
lgal attainments, as well as of broad education, I did not feel that it was 
courteous or politic to question it, but in view of my doubts as to its pro- 
visions for administration, I still felt the need for further study, and the 
bill became a law without my signature. Later consideration, and submis- 
sion of the bill to the attorney general proved that. my doubts concerning 
the method of providing for a proper board to administer the law were cor- 
rect, and I declined to make the appointment of the Board, in which de- 
clination I was upheld by the Supreme Court of Kansas in the face of ‘man- 
damus proceedings brought by representatives of the Chiropractic Association. 

I have no apologies to offer as to my course, except to say that had I 
fully understood all of the bill’s provisions I might have acted differently by 
returning it to the legislature for amendment in some of its features, and 
requested that. it be made fully explicit as to its standards of requirements 
and its policy of administrating. In other words, I believe these prac- 
titioners might be granted licenses providing they are obliged to meet the 
same requirements demanded of all other schools of practice. 

I trust I have made my position clear. As an Executive I feel that my 
first and only duty is to the public and I am sure the medical profession 
will uphold me in this view. I am not one of those who are ready to impute 
selfish motives to the medical profession in its desire for higher excellence 
and learning, and I hold, and shall continue to hold a deep admiration for 
those of you who are striving to this end. The public has every right to 
demand of its representatives protection from incompetent and uneducated 
men, and practice laws are enacted with this intent and not for the protec- 
tion of any one school, “cult” or “pathy.” If such a result can be attained 
through simplified legislation, and ‘through the appointment of one competent 
board of examiners thoroughly impartial and favorable to no partictlar 
school, I see no need for a multiplicity of board. 

As to my views on matters of public health, I think my record in the 
past is sufficient reply. In that, I have always endeavored to uphold the 
Board of Health ‘both ‘by support of ‘its appropriations and of such legis- 
lation as was necessary to lend it authority and efficiency. My firm con- 
viction that it is the duty of the state to care for the health and welfare 
of its citizens, would preclude my holding any other views in the future. 

Trusting this statement will have sufficiently answered your inquiry, 
I am, Very truly yours, 

: GEO. H. HODGES;. Governor. 


MR. CAPPER’S REPLY. 


' Topeka, Kansas, Sept. 30, 1914. 

My Dear Dr. MeVey:—I thank you for your letter of the 21st inst. offer- 
ing me space in the pages of the Journal of the Kansas Medical Society, and 
I gladly avail myself of the opportunity. Although I feel that some of the 
medical societies of the state were used by shrewd politicians in the cam- 
paign of 1912 in an unfair attempt to discredit me and my candidacy, I as- 
sure you that I do not hold that against the profession. 

I have the highest regard for your ealling. I know something by observa- 
tion of the self-sacrifices the members of your profession make, and I believe 
that with a few exceptions the physician looks upon himself as a public 
servant and is honestly and earnestly endeavoring to promote the com- 
mon good. 

As a Kansan I am proud of the standing medical men of the state hold 
in the medical world, and as a eitizen I certainly should regret to see any- 
thing impair the fine reputation which the profession in Kansas bears. I am 
in hearty sympathy with every movement which has for its object the eleva- 
tion of your standards., , ; 

As a candidate for Governor I have not sought the support of any class 
nor any profession nor any special interest. My appeal has been made to the 
people of Kansas as a whole, I.am running for office on a platform, one of 
the principal planks of which is a promise to the people whose votes I am 
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asking, that if elected I will take the office absolutely unhampered by any 
pledges or promises save the pledges I publicly give to the whole people. 
And I want to emphasize that I have made no promises to anyone except- 
ing to the people of Kansas. I can say to you that I will approach any 
measure with an open mind and with a sole regard to the best interest of 
public health and the people’s well-being. I hope the members of your 
society can trust me to give you, as I shall endeavor to give every other 
citizens of the state, a square deal. Respectfully yours, 
ARTHUR CAPPER. 
W. E. McVey, M. D., 
Journal of Kansas Medical Society, 
Topeka, Kansas. 


MR. ALLEN’S REPLY. 


Wichita, Kan., Oct. 5, 1914. 

Dear Dr. McVey:—I have mislaid the correspondence which followed me 
around for some time, asking for an expression of my attitude upon some 
medical education and legislation effecting the same. I am the author of 
the plank in the Progressive, platform, which declares for a new medical 
practice act and declares against the quackeries in all its forms. This 
expresses an attitude I have had a good many years, and in the creation 
of a new medical practice act, I would naturally expect to consult the judg- 
ment of the reputable members of the medical societies in Kansas. I am for 
every legislative enactment which will grade up and make more useful this 


great profession. Yours sincerely, 
H. J. ALLEN, 
B 


A NEW CONVERT. 


If the advertisement of a breakfast food in a medical 
journal appears to you a little out of the usual order of 
things, it may be well to remember that there are certain 
kinds of breakfast food that should most properly be ad- 
vertised to the physicians. 

The Co-operative Medical Advertising Bureau of the A. 
M. A. succeeded in convincing the Uncle Sam Breakfast Food 
Company that the proper field for their advertising was in 
the medical journals. The product of their company was 
examined and approved by the Council on Pharmacy. It 
is all that is claimed for it, a very efficient, palatable and 
harmless breakfast food. There are people, of course, who 
are not satisfied unless they are taking some kind of cathartic 
pills every day, but most people would prefer to relieve their 
constipation by other means. We have had the satisfaction 
of seeing some very much gratified patients to whom we 
have recommended the Uncle Sam Breakfast Food. The 
ideal laxative is certainly a food laxative and we know of 
none more efficient than that prepared by the company 
whose advertisement appears in this number of the JOURNAL. 

If you will mail to them the coupon attached to their ad- 
vertisement they will send you a trial package. 
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AS GREAT A MENACE TO PUBLIC HEALTH INTERESTS 
IN CONGRESS AS IN THE KANSAS LEGISLATURE. 


Self protection is a matter of instinct. Methods of self pro- 
tection are matters of reason. No man in his his right mind 
will willingly place himself in the power of his enemy, nor will 
any reasonably cautious man place his enemy in, a posi- 
tion of advantage over him. In politics every vote counts. A 
physician’s vote counts as much as the vote of any other man, 
but his influence counts for more than does the influence of a 
great many other men. His patrons have confidence in him, 
or they would not trust him with their ailments, and they re- 
spect his opinions and his judgemnt in matters outside of his 
professional duties. The influence of the physician, if he cares 
to use it, is a matter of no small moment in politics. This in- 
fluence is all the greater because it is seldom used, but there 
are times when it should be used to the limit. When vicious 
legislation is threatened, such as that which was proposed and 
that which was passed at the last session of the legislature; 
when members of the legislature and the Governor of the State 
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have shown their willingness to sacrifice the high standard of 
excellence of the medical profession of the state for the benefit 
of a cult whose ignorance of the. very principles. of the art it 
proposes to practice has’ been repeatedly demonstrated; then, 

under such conditions, it is the duty of every physician to exert 
whatever influence he may ‘have in the interests of his people 
and his profession. It is his duty to use whatever influence he 
may have to right. the wrongs that have.been done and to pre- 
vent other wrongs being done. 

Every political effort of the medical profession of Kansas has 
been made for the best. interests of the people and yet there 
are men in the legislature who persistently oppose every meas- 
ure urged by the profession. | 

Senator Jouett Shouse, who is now a candidate for Congress 
in the Seventh District, was one of the bitterest opponents of 
the medical profession and one of the most loyal supporters of 
the chiropractics, in the legislature. As stated by one of his 
fellow members ‘‘He voted for the Chiropractic Bill and also 
for the bill providing a separate board for the osteopaths. 
In fact, he seemed to be against anything that the physicians 
wanted.’’ It is well to remember that Mr. Shouse will be in the 
next session of the legislature whether he is elected to Congres. 5 
or not, or at least until March Ist. Possibly he is open to con- 
viction. Possibly, after long and careful deliberation, he has 
begun to realize the errors of his last efforts at legislation. 
Perhaps, like the Governor, he is full of regret and would like 
to undo what he has helped to do. If he has not yet realized 
the error of his recent activities against the medical profession 
and the people, it is up to the physicians of the Seventh Dis- 
trict to convince him or defeat him. Such a man with such 
views would be fully as great a menace to public health inter- 
ests in Congress as in the Kansas Legislature. 

B R 
“CHIROPRACTIC BILL” HINES. 


A public trust contemplates a service to the people. It is 
the duty of a public officer not only to conserve the rights 
and privileges of the people but to guard their welfare. It 
is in the province of the police power of the state to restrict 
the privileges of the individual when the welfare of the 
people demands such protection. It was upon this principle 
that the State, in its wisdom, made laws regulating the 























practice of medicine and providing that all those whom it 
permitted to treat the sick must prove their competence to 
do so by carefully, conducted tests. sada 

Any attempt on the part of a public officer to restore 
the privileges of the individual or remove the restrictions 
upon his privileges, to the cost or sacrifice of the public 
good, should be regarded as a breach of trust. — 

There are no conditions in which the protection of the 
state is more necessary than in the sickness and distress 
of its citizens, when worry dulls their reason and anxiety 
blinds their judgment. It is in such times as these that 
the laws of the State should guarantee to its disabled citi- 
zens the competence of its physicians. 

Shall we presume upon the intelligence of those repre- 
sentatives and senators, who voted for the Chiropractic bill, 
by suggesting that they did not know that it provided a 
lower standard of qualifications than those required by the 
old law regulating the practice of medicine? 

Shall we assume that they were so careless of the trust 

imposed upon them by the people that they failed to en- 
lighten themselves upon the provisions of the bill? 
If we could excuse those who were only participants in 
the sacrifice of so important a measure as that which had 
for years guarded the safety of our sick and disabled citi- 
zens, what shall be said for the man who introduced the 
Chiropractic Bill, who rallied the thoughtless and the un- 
concerned to its support, who marshalled his cohorts like a 
Russian general and held them in line ’till the last ditch 
had been crossed? 

He was not ignorant of the provisions of the Chiropractic 
Bill. He knew that, while no applicant could get a license 
from the Board of Registration and Examination who had 
not had a high school course, one year in a literary college 
and four years attendance in a recognized medical college, 
this bill provided that a Chiropractor could be licensed who 
had graduated from a college which taught a course of 
eighteen months requiring attendance in same. 

It seems to us that Mr. Hines took an unusual interest 
in the passage of the Chiropractic Bill. It seems to us that 
he took an interest unwarranted, in a public officer, by any 
great necessity for such a law; unwarranted by any restric- 
tion of the rights or privileges which the state owed to the 
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Chiropractors, for they had the same opportunities as other 
men who wished to practice medicine in Kansas; unwar- 
ranted by any great demand for such practitioners, for the 
state is abundantly supplied with men who, by their scien- 
tific training and complete education, are more competent 
to treat the sick. 

Placing the responsibility for his vote for the Chiropractic 
bill upon the number of petitions received is no commenda- 
tion for the wisdom, the judgment or the loyalty, of a 
representative. The people who signed those petitions had 
no opportunity to know the provisions of that bill while every 
representative did have. But suppose for a moment they 
did know. 

It would be possible to secure many more names—many 
thousand more names—to petitions for the restoration of 
saloons in Kansas, yet how many representatives would dare 
to vote for resubmission on the strength of such petitions. 

We have no grounds upon which to question the honesty 
of Mr. Hines nor are we justified in doubting his intelligence. 
We can only attribute his unusual and unwarranted interest 
in the Chiropractic Bill to an extremely poor judgment or 
to a cold indifference to the interests of the people. Neither 
of these faults commend him very highly for other positions 
of public trust. Mr. Hines as a member of the Irrigation 
Board might prove to be faulty in his judgment or as in- 
different to the interest of the public as in the legislature. 
At any rate, we of the medical profession are inclined to 
think that Mr. Hines should have a prolonged period of rest 
from arduous public duties. We believe he has earned his 
retirement and we feel confident that every physician in 
Kansas will remember that the Mr. Hines who is a can- 
didate for a place on the Irrigation Board is the Mr. Hines 
who was responsible for the passage of the Chiropractic 
Bill. When Mr. Hines says “Let’s irrigate,” we will de- 
cline with thanks. 

R- 
A COMMISSION ON MEDICAL LEGISLATION. 

At the meeting of the Society in Wichita last May the fol- 
lowing resolutions were adopted: 





We, the members of the Kansas Medical Society, assembled in the City 
of Wichita, May 7, 1914, present our compliments to His Excellency, Gov- 
ernor Geo. H. Hodges, and beg leave to offer the following statement of facts: 

The experience of the past few years must have demonstrated to your 
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Excellency the present inadequacy, confusion and contradiction in the Kan- 
sas laws, which are now present on our statute books, intended to regulate 
the art of healing, and to supervise those individuals who would pursue 
as a business, the practice of the art of treating and healing human ills and 
diseases. 

We believe that only one standard for all such should prevail, and that 
this standard should insist that any individual who would take human life 
and * sayy health under his care and supervision should be properly qualified 
in ‘those fundamentals of present day recognized science, and regardless of 
the method he may use in treating or healing, should be able to recognize 
and distiniguish health and disease. 

We believe a simplification and uniformity of our present laws may be 
secured. Therefore, we commend for your consideration, the appointment 
by you of a commission, of such membership and numbers, as you may 
think advisable, which commission shall by your direction make a thorough 
study and investigation of our present laws in this respect, together with 
the laws of other states, and shall recommend to the next session of the 
Kansas legislature, a measure which shall clearly define what shall constitute 
a standard for the practice of the art of treatment of disease, and how 
those who would follow this art as a profession may attain to it, and be 
legally authorized to do so. 

In so doing we have no wish to urge upon you any step which would 
be construed as a wish to infringe upon those rights, guaranteed by the 
Constitution of this State and of the United States to every citizen to 
follow his religious, political or personal beliefs which have, to do with 
his own well being. 

We have just been informed that the Governor has ap- 
pointed under date September 30, the following gentlemen 
to serve upon this commission: 

Dr. J. A. Milligen, Garnett, Kansas. 

Dr. J. E. Sawtelle, Kansas City, Kansas. 

Dr. W. L. Burdick, Lawrence, Kansas. 

Hon. Fred Dumont Smith, Hutchinson, Kansas. 

Hon. F. T. Ransom, Wichita, Kansas. ; 

In connection with his letter appointing this commission 
the Governor says: 

I will appreciate it if you five gentlemen will kindly act as a commission 
to go into this matter and present to the next legislature such recommenda- 
tions as in your judgment seem best, and I have but one suggestion to make 
and that is if you find the present law needs changing, that you embody in 
your report a complete codification, so that all the law relative to the prac- 
tice of the art of healing may be found in one book. f 

Trusting that you gentlemen will accept this appointment, I am, 


Yours very truly, 
GEO. H. HODGES, Governor. 
R 


OUR NON-PARTISAN PRINCIPLES. 





If there should be in the mind of any reader of the 
JOURNAL an impression that there is any partisan politics 
in these discussions, it is our desire to correct that impres- 
sion now. 

The editor of the JOURNAL realizes the fact that in the 
membership of the society all parties may be represented. 
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He realizes that the JOURNAL is in no sense a political organ. 
He realizes also, that it is .within the legitimate province 
of such a publication to use its pages for the discussion of 
any issue which is of vital interest to the medical profession, 
without regard to the political aspect of such an issue. 

We believe that a discussion or criticism of the attitude 
of any incumbent of a public office toward the medical pro- 
fession and its work is in perfect harmony with the non- 
partisan principles of the JOURNAL. 

We believe that it is consistent with such non-partisan 
principles to urge the members of the society to vote for, 
and to work for, those candidates for office, without regard 
to their political affiliations, who have declared themselves 
in sympathy with the efforts of the profession to secure a 
higher standard of qualifications for the practice of medicine. 

We are supporting no man and opposing no man because 
of his party affiliations. In fact, there are no party af- 
filiations that the JOURNAL is willing to recognize, and we 
believe that it would be far better for the medical profes- 
sion and far better for the people of the state, if the next 
governor, no matter who he may be, would recognize ability, 
skill and efficiency, and completely ignore political affiliation, 
in making his medical appointments. We believe that in 
all matters in which the medical profession is ligitimately 
concerned there is no place for partisan politics. 

17 
PRELIMINARY PROGRAM 
Of the Ninth Annual Meeting of the Medical Association of 
the Southwest, to be held in the Hotel Galvez, Gal- 
veston, Texas, Nov. 10 and 11, 1914. 

-Orators for the occasion: General Medicine, Dr. Howard 
Fox, Jr.; Surgery, Dr. M. B. Clopton of St. Louis; Eye, Ear, 
Nose and Throat, Dr. Edw. Jackson, Denver, Colo. 

Wednesday evening the profession of Galveston will tender 
the visiting members of the profession and their wives an 
“Oyster Roast,” which will be an event long to be remem- 
bered. ' 





SECTION ON GENERAL MEDICINE. 
Dr. Howard Fox, Jr.—Personal Obersvations deduced from 
the analysis of several thousand cases of scarlet fever. 
Dr. L. J: Moorman, Oklahoma City, Okla.—The home treat- 
ment of Tuberculosis. 
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Dr. G. Wilse Robinson, Kansas City, Mo.—The Clinical im- 
portance of the sympathetic nervous systems. + 

Dr. Harvin C. Moore, Houston, Tex.—Paper. 

Dr. Jno. S. Turner, Dallas, Texas—The treatment of 
Apoplexy. 

Dr. A. R. Bowman, Uvalde, Texas—Just Pragnant. 

Dr. H. L. Wilder, Glen Rose, Texas—Urinalysis for and by 
the country doctor; a Demonstration. 

Dr. D. C. Homan, Oglesby, Texas—The diagnosis and treat- 
ment of Diphtheria from the otaadpotet of the general 
practitioner. 

Dr. J. M. Martin, Dallas, Texas—An X-Ray study of the 
Gastro-intestinal tract. 

Dr. W. A. Hadley, Dickinson, Texas—Artificial. feeding 
among Sicilian emigrants, with blood count in twelve 
cases. 

Dr. J. H. Eastland, Mineral Wells, Texas—Taenia Nana in 
the Southwest. 

Dr. Geo. H. Moody, San Antonio, Texas—Importance at- 
tached to all historical manifestations. 

Dr. John R. Worley, Dallas, Texas—Anasthesia; results of 
some experimental work in the laboratory, illustrated 
by lantern slides. 

Dr. Lee F. Watson, Oklahoma City, Okla.—Results of in- 
jection treatment of goiter in twenty-five cases. (lIllus- 
trated by lantern slides.) 

Dr. F. Paschal, San Antonio, Texas—The necessity for the 


centralization of power for the better protection ‘of 


public health. 

Drs. Singleton and Carter, Galveston, Texas—A method for 
the transfusion of blood. ~ 

Dr. W. J. Calvert, Dallas, Texas—Paper, subject to be an- 

. nounced. 

Dr. Ben F. Smith, Hillsboro, Texas—A case of typhoid fever 
- complicated by abortion, intestinal hemorrhage and per- 
foration of the ileum. 

Dr. Julius McIver, Gainesville, Texas—Report of case. 

Dr. Theo. Y. Hull, San Antonio, Tex Tuberculosis, the soil 
and the bacillus. 

Dr.Dr. M. M. Smith, Dallas, Texas—Paper, subject to be 
announced. 
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SECTION ON SURGERY. 

. Gordon A. Beedle, Kansas City, Mo.—Surgical Considera- 
tion of Floating Kidney and its Association with Colonic 
Ptosis. 

. Albert Smith, Parsons, Kan.—Paper, subject to be an- 
nounced later. 

. Ernest G. Mark, Kansas City, Mo.—Paper, subject to 
be announced. 

. B. Belove, Kansas City, Mo.—Original Research in the 
Mechanical Pathology of the Foot with Theoretical Sug- 
gestions of a more Rational Treatment. Illustrated with 
stereopticon views. 

. W. D. MeVicker, Wichita, Kan.—Pain, its Surgical 
Significance. 

. W. H. Stauffer, St. Louis, Mo.—The treatment of Ischio- 
rectal Abscess and Fistula in Ano. 
. F. C. Walsh, San Antonio, Texas—Prostatectomy. The 
Method of Election. 

. A. C. Seott, Temple, Texas—Paper, subject to be an- 
nounced. 

. Arthur E. Sweatland, Nacogdoches, Texas—A plea for 
greater care in Diagnosis and Differentiation of Patho- 
logical Conditions in the Abdomen. 

. W. B. Russ, San Antonio, Texas—Paper, subject to be 
announced. 

. Jabez N. Jackson, Kansas City, Mo.—Paper, subject to 
be announced. 

. Walter S. Sutton, Kansas City, Mo.—Paper, subject to 
be announced. 

. R. C. Dorr, Batesville, Ark.—Paper, subject to be an- 
nounced. 

. W. B. Thorning, Houston, Texas—Paper, subject to be 
announced. 

. Joe Thompson, Galveston, Texas—Paper, subject to be 
announced. 


. J. Hutchings White, Muskogee, Okla.—Paper, subject atk 


to be announced. 

SECTION ON EYE, EAR, NOSE AND THROAT. 
. John O. McReynolds, Dallas, Texas—The Present Status 
of Tonsil Surgersy. 
. E. H. Lanier, Texarkana, Ark.—Infective Sigmoid Shans 
Thrombosis. Report of case. 





